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PER CURI AM

Margarito Torres appeals his conviction and 120-nonth
sentence i nposed after he pled guilty to conspiracy to distribute
and possess with intent to distribute nore than 500 grans of
met hanphet am ne. Torres’ counsel has filed a brief pursuant to

Anders v. California, 386 U S. 738 (1967), raising one issue but

stating that, in his view, there are no neritorious issues for
appeal. Torres has filed a pro se supplenental brief. W affirm
Counsel questions whether the district court erredinits

assessnment of a two-point enhancenent wunder U.S. Sentencing

GQuidelines Manual 8 3B1.1(c) (2002), for Torres’ role as an

organi zer, |eader, manager, or supervisor of a crimnal activity.
Qur review of the record leads us to conclude that the district
court did not plainly err in applying the enhancenent. See United

States v. Osborne, 345 F.3d 281, 284 (4th Cr. 2003) (stating

standard of review.

In his pro se supplenental brief, Torres raises severa
claims. First, he contends that his guilty plea was not know ng
and voluntary. Because Torres did not nove in the district court
to withdraw his guilty plea, we review his challenge to the

adequacy of the Rule 11 hearing for plain error. United States v.

Martinez, 277 F.3d 517, 524-25 (4th Cir.) (providing standard of

review), cert. denied, 537 U. S. 899 (2002). W find that Torres’

guilty plea was knowi ngly and voluntarily entered after a thorough



hearing pursuant to Fed. R Cim P. 11. Torres was properly
advised as to his rights, the of fense charged, and the m ni rum and
maxi mum sentence for the offense. The court al so determ ned that
there was an independent factual basis for the plea and that the

pl ea was not coerced. See North Carolina v. Alford, 400 U S. 25,

31 (1970); United States v. DeFusco, 949 F.2d 114, 119-20 (4th G r

1991). W therefore find no plain error.

Torres al so asserts in his pro se supplenental brief that
counsel provided ineffective assistance. However, “[i]neffective
assistance clainms are not cognizable on direct appeal unless
counsel’s ineffectiveness conclusively appears on the record.”

United States v. Janes, 337 F.3d 387, 391 (4th Gr. 2003), cert.

denied, 124 S. C. 1111 (2004). Because Torres has failed to neet
this high standard, we decline to address his ineffective
assi stance of counsel clains on direct appeal.

I n accordance with Anders, we have reviewed the entire
record for any neritorious issues and have found none.
Accordingly, we affirmTorres’ conviction and sentence. This court
requires that counsel informhis client, in witing, of his right
to petition the Suprene Court of the United States for further
revi ew. If the client requests that a petition be filed, but
counsel believes that such a petition would be frivolous, then
counsel nmay nove in this court for leave to wthdraw from

representation. Counsel’s notion nust state that a copy thereof
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was served on the client. W dispense with oral argunent because
the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argunment would not aid the
deci si onal process.
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